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July 1, 1975

To The Honorable Edmund G. Brown Jr.
Governor of California

Sir:
Pursuant to provisions of Section 1419(j) of
the Labor Code of California, a report of the
California Fair Employment Practice Commission
and the Division of Fair Employment Practices
in the Department of Industrial Relations is
herewith submitted . This report covers two
periods, July 1, 1972, through June 30 1 1973,
and July 1, 1973, through June 30, 1974.
Respectfully,

cZ~
Pier
Fair

Chairman
Practice
Commisa1on

Ghet~ni,

Emp~oyment

c...mu

INTRODUCTION
Nearly 15 years after the California Fair Employment Practice Commission was created " . . . to protect and safeguard the right and opportunity of all persons to seek, obtain and hold employment without
discrimination or abridgement . . . . " the realization of true equality
continued to ~lude many Californians as employment and housing discrimination persisted, with attendant effects on the state's social stability and economic growth.
The last 10 years particularly have brought many hopeful signs-an
increased proportion of minority workers in white-collar and skilled
jobs, the gradual dispelling of stereotypes and myths about women as
employees, and a sharpened awareness by employers that they have a
responsibility to radically change some of their long-since-outlawed
personnel procedures.
However, the movement forward has been slow, the problem does
not lend itself to simple solutions or overnight changes. This is evident
as statistics were compiled for another annual report; in this reporting
period, as in every year in the past, the complaints of job discrimination
rose higher than ever before. This report covers the two years between
July 1, 1972 and June 30, 1974.
Some of the current increase can be attributed to recent amendments that increase the Commission's jurisdiction and some of it to
better public knowledge of the law, as educational efforts continue.
To meet this challenge the Commission has improved its procedures
in every step of the complaint-handling process. Additionally it has
made forward strides in various programs designed to stimulate broadbased affirmative action.

A dvi•ory Gmup•
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A major project of FEPC's Technical Advisory Committee on Testing
(TACT) was preparation of Guidelines on Employee Selection Procedures, a 30-page manual of standards that sets forth federal requirements in job testing and selection and interprets them for California
employers and personnel managers.
To introduce the guidelines, a series of three seminars was held in Los
Angeles, San Francisco and San Diego in late 1973. Over BOO personnel
managers, testing experts, employers and representatives from federal,
state and local governments attended the meetings at which FEPC
commissioners and staff joined TACT personnel as speakers. Preparation of the guidelines was in conformance with a 1971 Assembly Concurrent Resolution which directed FEPC to supplement the U. S. Supreme
Court decision of March 1971 on Griggs vs Duke Power Co., which
prohibits employment tests and selection procedures that may serve to
discriminate against minority workers.
Other projects of the testing committee included extensive work on
5

revising two earlier publications, Fair Employment Practices Equal
Good Employment Practices and A Test for Employers Who Test.
FEPC's two other citizens' organizations, the Women's Advisory
Council and the Advisory Council on Californians of Spanish Surname,
continued to promote public knowledge and implementation of Commission policy in their communities.

Legislt1tion
Legislative amendments to the fair employment practices law in 1972
were inclusion of age discrimination as an illegal act, and the deletion
of domestic workers as an exempted group under the law. Through the
latter change, domestic helpers or applicants for such jobs were enabled
to file employment discrimination complaints with FEPC.
Major change enacted in 1973, though not effective until July 1974
was addition of the physically handicapped as one of the protected
classes under the FEP law. This measure amended several sections of
the California Labor Code pertaining to FEPC and added Section
1432.5. Physical handicap was defined by the amendment to include
impairment of sight, hearing or speech, or impairment of physical ability because of amputation or loss of function or coordination, or any
other health impairment which requires special education or related
services.
In preparation for handling this new type of case, staff and commissioners met frequently with personnel from the State Department of
Rehabilitation and other organizations concerned with the handicapped.
In conjunction with special training sessions for staff, the Commission
established preliminary principles for the investigation and resolution
of complaints filed by handicapped persons. The Commission set as
policy that the term physically handicapped will not include behavioral
disorders stemming from alcoholism, narcotics addiction, mental illness
or mental retardation .
. Other legislative changes scheduled to become law after the period
of this report involved, for the fair employment act, ethnic identification on job applications forms and submitting affirmative action plans
of state and local agencies to FEPC. For the housing act, amendments
dealt with prohibiting retaliation, and increased subpoena powers for
the Commission.
Recommendations by the Commission for legislative action during
this period included amendments that FEPC have authority to open
new offices and initiate complaints; that affirmative action be made
obligatory; that subpoena powers in employment cases be clarified; that
exemptions for nonprofit bodies be limited; that the definition of affirmative actions include "sex", and that the amount of damage awards
possible in housing discrimination cases be increased.

Age

Diserimint~lion

In March 1973, the Commission assumed jurisdiction over employment discrimination on the grounds of age, a responsibility formerly
held by the Department of Human Resources Development.
The measure increasing FEPC's duties was a legislative amendment
which adds Section 1420.1 to the California Fair Employment Act, prohibiting job discrimination against most individuals between ages of 40
and 64 in regard to hiring, discharge, demotion and suspension. It does
not affect age limitations of apprenticeship programs, bona fide retirement or pension programs, nor cases where the law provides for certain
limitations on employment.
The amendment does not preclude physical and medical examinations of applicants to determine fitness for employment, nor does it
limit the rights of employers to select the better qualified person from
among job applicants. In addition, in-staff promotion, hiring or promotion on the basis of experience and training, or rehiring on the basis of
seniority is not unlawful; nor is hiring under an established recruiting
program from high schools, colleges, universities and trade schools.
A major difference between the age discrimination amendment and
other anti-discrimination prohibitions in the Act is the wording in the
new provision that it is unlawful for an employer to affect the employment relationship of ~y individual between the ages of 40 and 64
"solely on the ground of age." In order to prove discrimination on the
grounds of other protected classes within the Act, it is unnecessary to
prove that race, religion, sex, etc. was the sole reason for the discrimination; it is only necessary to show that one of those factors was a contributing or major element in the alleged act.
In the first four months of the new jurisdiction, fn complaints were
filed, and in fiscal 1973-4, there were 264, averaging 22 cases each
month.
Because the amendment affecting age discrimination is not contained in the same sections as those referring to other protected classes,
this group is not included in FEPC's affirmative action responsibilities.

A-95 Projed
In August 1972 the Commission began a one-year pilot program with
the Bay Area Demonstration Project of the National Committee
Against Discrimination in Housing to implement the federal Office of
Management and Budget Circular A-95 which permits regional, state
and local agencies to evaluate and comment on requests for federal
funding as they affect local jurisdictions. A March 1972 amendment to
that Circular permits state and local civil rights enforcement agencies
to comment on the civil rights impact of proposals submitted for federal
funding and to challenge expenditures for programs which do not meet
requirements of civil rights laws. FEPC as the sole administrative
agency in California with enforcement powers in this regard was given
7
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the opportunity to review the civil rights implications of suggested
proposals so that those with potentially adverse effects will not be approved.
Under the FEPC-NCDH program, which covered nine counties in
the San Francisco Bay region, applicants for funding were asked to
complete civil rights questionnaires concerning community involvement in developing each project.
During the course of the pilot program, NCDH developed civil rights
review guidelines for evaluating proposals; reviewed and analyzed
project applications in the area and, where necessary, developed formal
recommendations of approval or disapproval; estimated workload requirements needed to continue the project at a statewide level and
assessed the effectiveness of an A-95 civil rights review process.
Typical of the several reviews was the study of a proposed express bus
system to link the Bay Area Rapid Transit District system facilities with
certain communities in Contra Costa and Alameda counties. Among
recommendations made by NCDH and the Commission were development of a strong affirmative action plan to insure a balanced workforce
throughout the BART system; modification of the proposed route; hiring minorities and women in some of the 50 new jobs anticipated;
establishment of a permanent community relations officer and staff for
the District, and appointment by cities and counties of minorities and
women to BART's board of directors.
Among other projects reviewed were four in the Vallejo area of
Solano County, principally the County Club Crest project.

Contraet Complianee

employment opportunity officer responsible for program implementation. Each contractor is required to submit to FEPC monthly reports
which include the total manhours worked for each employee level, in
each designated trade, during the one-year period for which he is certified.
Although the amendment to the FEP Act was structured for voluntary compliance and affirmative action programs in construction, it has
proven a strong instrument for insuring greater minority group participation in state apprenticeship and other on-the-job training, and for the
utilization of qualified minority workers in the journeyman classification.
A statistical sampling made during a peak construction period, May
through August 1973, and covering 23 prime contractors throughout the
state showed that minority workers in the crafts accounted for only a
small percentage of the total employees. However, addition of non-craft
workers (laborers and teamsters) brought the minority representation
up to a more satisfactory figure. In every breakdown by classification,
there were more minorities employed as apprentices than as journeymen.
FEPC assistance to contractors through pre-construction conferences, scheduled on-the-spot review of projects when possible, and
continuous monitoring of monthly utilization reports have been effective in improving workforce patterns. When reports show delinquency
or manpower deficiency, contractors are advised in detail and .urged to
bring their programs into compliance. In dealing with contractors who
are reluctant to comply, they are advised of workers' recourse through
filing of individual complaints under the FEP Act.

As the result of 1971legislation, FEPC in January 1973 began administration of a contract compliance program in which the Commission was
assigned responsibility for investigation, approval and certification of
equal employment opportunity programs on state-awarded public
works contracts over $200,000. Regulations adopted specify that holders
of such contracts shall submit to the Commission within 60 days of the
contract award an affirmative action employment program and a fee
amounting to one-tenth of one percent of the contract bid amount, but
not to exceed $300. State agencies required to comply include the Department of Transportation, Department of General Services and the
State Architect, Department of Water Resources, and Trustees of the
California University and Colleges.
During the first 18 months of administering this program, the number of contract awards totalled 284, and fees collected for certification
and recertification totalled $62,743.75. The total contract bid amounts
of all awards received from January 1, 1973 through June 30, 1974
amounted to $1,100,813,531.
Each affirmative action program, if not one imposed or required by
federal regulations, includes 16 specific action steps directed at increasing minority manpower utilization, and requires an identifiable equal
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a full-time employee.

Rt1eit1/ Epithets

PUBLIC HEARINGS
Although the number of cases that FEPC resolves through.the public
hearing process is still less than one percent of all charges filed with the
Commission, the frequency of such hearings has increased since 1969.
While there were only 18 held up to July 1 of that year, in the next three
years there were 42; in this period 22 continued to public hearing, 13
concerned with job discrimination and nine with housing bias.
In the 13 cases involving employment, 11 were resolved in favor of
the complainant.
A hearing on a charge of religious discrimination, an allegation that
accounts for only two percent of cases brought to FEPC, resulted in a
$3,200 award for lost wages to Kandis Benson Follin, a physical education teacher who sought a position at Half Moon Bay High School in
1971. Evidence at the San Francisco hearing brought out that Ms. Follin
was refused employment by Cabrillo Unified School district, although
she had been told she was "one of the better applicants interviewed."
During her job interview, the school principal inquired about Ms.
Follin's religious affiliation, asking if she was a Mormon who attended
sacraments weekly. Ms. Follin replied that she did attend sacraments
but was in the process of converting to Judaism. Four days after the
interview the principal wrote Ms. Follin that the job had been filled.
The hearing panel found that the District's refusal to hire her was
"solely because of her religious beliefs," and ordered the District to hire
Ms. Follin in the next appropriate job opening and to set up nondiscriminatory procedures for future employee hiring.
Denial of promotion because of racial bias was alleged in the complaint of William E. Kemper, which led to a public hearing in San
Diego. Kemper, a turbine test mechanic, charged that Solar Division of
International Harvester Company refused to upgrade him to foreman,
although four fellow-workers, all Caucasians, had been promoted to
that grade. The FEPC panel ruled that Solar had discriminated against
Kemper since he was fully qualified for promotion and was senior in
experience to three of those four employees. The division was ordered
to promote Kemper to foreman, with suitable compensation, rights and
benefits.
Another racial discrimination case in San Diego brought an award of
$1,693 for lost wages to David R. Gaston, who filed a complaint against
Big Bear Supermarkets. According to testimony during the public hearing on the case, Gaston was refused a job as liquor clerk early in 1973,
although the market repeatedly advertised for such clerks and hired 13,
none of whom was black. Although Gaston was employed as a box boy,
after he complained to FEPC, and later as an apprentice clerk, the
FEPC found that he was "in fact subjected to differential treatment
. . . " Evidence also showed that out of the market's 700 employees,
only 20 were black, and out of 55 liquor clerks, only one black clerk was
10
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A white dock foreman's use of racial epithets led to the award of $300
damages to a black truck driver, according to an FEPC decision after
a public hearing on the complaint of Nathaniel Edwards against Smiser
Freight Service of South Gate. Although evidence at the hearing did
not support Edwards' allegation that Smiser's refusal to rehire him after
a 1970 layoff was because of his race, the Commission found that the
firm had tolerated use of racial slurs by the foreman, who referred to
Edwards and other black employees as "nigger". This was the first
instance of a damage award for that reason.
Of the seven public hearings that involved employment discrimination because of sex, all but one were decided in favor of the complainant. The allegation of Elaine Hammon Maxwell against Libbey-Owens
Ford Company in Lathrop was dismissed because the charge was "not
established by a preponderance of the evidence." Ms. Maxwell had
complained that she was fired by the firm in August 1971,just two days
short of completing her probation period, because she had rejected the
advances of the foreman who later recommended her termination.
Evidence given at the public hearing in Stockton did not support her
charges.
First public hearing held by FEPC on behalf of a male who suffered
sex discrimination led to an order for payment of $424 to Merle Mark
because of wages lost after a Los Angeles car rental agency fired him
"solely because of his sex." Mark's complaint was lodged against W. H.
Enterprises, which operates Dollar-A-Day Rent-A-Car System because
they wanted to put only women on counter jobs and transfer him to
outdoor lot work. The hearing panel found that Mark was removed
from his job as a computer employee solely for the purpose of employing a female in that position.
Reimbursement for lost pay was also gained by Yvonne J. Tudor, who
charged that the U Save Automatic Corporation, known as USA Gasoline, denied her promotion to a station manager's job only because of
her female sex. Her complaint that this was discriminatory, she also
alleged, led to harassment by other employees and utimately to her
discharge without cause. The hearing panel ordered the firm to reinstate Ms. Tudor in her job, give her an opportunity for the upgrading
she sought, and pay her $1,725. Testimony at the hearing revealed that
although there are many female employees at USA stations in Southern
California, there are only two women in managerial positions.
Earlier retirement requirements for women employees was the issue
in a public hearing held on the complaint of Virginia E. Morse, a requisition clerk who complained of sex discrimination by the Los Angeles
City Water and Power Department. Ms. Morse charged that her forced
retirement at age 62 was discriminatory since male employees were
permitted to work until their 65th birthday. The FEPC panel ordered
11

job reinstatement for Ms. Morse as well as $7,845 in back pay for the
period since August 1972 when she was improperly retired. The Department's retirement plan had been amended in the meantime.
Back pay was also ordered by a hearing panel that ruled on merits of
the complaint filed by Angie L. Holland, who alleged that the Los
Angeles Unified School District had denied her a position as a supervising security agent although she headed the eligibility list and had
been a District employee for 19 years.
In ordering the District to upgrade Ms. Holland and give her $300 in
back pay, the panel said the refusal of promotion was "all the more
reprehensible" since the District is a public body.
Because her employers told Susan Wilcox that they felt "men are
more qualified to sell stereos than women" and discharged her, Ms.
Wilcox filed with FEPC a complaint of sex discrimination against Sun
Stereo of Santa Cruz. Mter a public hearing was held in San Francisco,
the firm was ordered to pay Ms. Wilcox $1,154 in lost wages and offer
her the job she previously held. Testimony revealed that when Ms.
Wilcox was hired for a part-time sales job she was told she "would sell
the little items in the stereo systems, not the big ones. When she was
discharged and told she would be replaced by a man, nothing was said
about her performance as a salesperson.
Damages of $4,000 were ordered paid by a San Francisco property
management firm after a public hearing on the complaint of Ruth
Frishman who filed charges in January 1973 with FEPC charging that
in her job as a property and area manager for the firm of Grubin, Horth
and Lawless, she was paid a lower salary than a male employee who did
similar work. Evidence indicated that while female employees were
paid $400 to $600 a month, a male with like responsibilities received a
monthly starting salary of $1,000. In its decision the Commission said
that the firm had also discharged Miss Frishman for "no valid reason"
except that she was female and was demanding status and pay equal to
that given to male employees.
Nt~liontll

Ancestry

Charges of discrimination because of an employee's national ancestry
were involved in two public hearing cases; one resulted in a back pay
award and the other was dismissed.
Guadalupe T. Grover, who received $2,828 for lost wages and was
reinstated in her job with Sears, Roebuck and Co., had filed an FEPC
complaint on the grounds that her discharge in 1972 from a Sears retail
store in Pomona was because of her Mexican American heritage and
ancestry. During Ms. Grover's three years as an executive secretary
with Sears her performance had been rated outstanding. However,
after she was named Miss United Crusade for Orange County, she
alleged, her fellow employees subjected her to hostile attitudes and
conduct, based in part on her Mexican American ancestry. She was
ultimately discharged for that reason, the FEPC panel found.
12

In the national ancestry complaint that was dismissed, Joe G. Fuentes
had charged that the City of Madera, through its city administrator, had
failed to appoint him as fire chief although he was first on an eligibility
list. Public hearings on the issue were held in Madera and later in
Sacramento. Evidence failed to establish the merit of Fuentes' charges
that the City's failure to promote him to the chief position was because
of his national origin or ancestry.
Public hearing proceedings were also begun in the case of Winston
Sharp, who charged that after involvement in an accident, the San
Diego Zoo and Zoological Society demoted him from his driver's job
and denied him reinstatement. Since Caucasians with accident records
worse than his were not disciplined, Sharp felt he had been denied
reinstatement solely because he is black. The hearing process was not
completed because of jurisdictional questions, and the matter was adjusted through union proceedings.

Housing C11ses
Of the nine hearings on housing discrimination held during this period, five were settled in favor of the complainant, with damage awards
ranging from $200 to $500. Three complaints were dismissed, and one
iSstill pending court action.
A panel of three commissioners conducted a San Francisco hearing
on the complaint of Marvin Boyd, a black Air Force sergeant, who
alleged discrimination based on race after he was refused rental of an
apartment in Fairfield owned by William J. Beck. Although the apartment was listed at the Travis Air Force Base referral office, Boyd was
refused rental by the apartment managers, who had Beck's authority to
rent the units. The FEPC panel found Beck had ''primary control" of
the apartments and ordered him to pay Boyd damages of $500.
A similar amount was ordered after evidence was given on the racial
discrimination complaint of Viola L. Ray, who sought an apartment in
August 1973 on Lake Shore Avenue in Oakland, that was owned by Dr.
and Mrs. Munro L. Strong. Testimony showed that Ms. Ray had tried
to rent one of the Strongs' apartment but was told it had been rented.
Weeks later, when the unit was still advertised as available she was
allowed to see it, file an application and leave a deposit. However, she
was subsequently told that the building's tenants were not in favor of
integrating the housing and also that her income was insufficient to
qualify her for occupancy.
The FEPC decision ordering the Strongs to pay $500 damages also
stipulated that they cease and desist from discriminating.
In its decision after a public hearing in Los Angeles on the complaint
of Elvin Ricks, a commissioners' panel found that "wilful, intentional
and malicious conduct" by a Rialto building owner subjected Ricks to
"public disgrace, ridicule and humiliation solely because of his race."
Ricks had been rented an apartment in the building of Edward Boyle
in 1972 only after he filed a complaint with FEPC charging that Boyle
13

had said he "did not rent to colored people." But a month after Ricks
moved in, his rent was raised, he received an eviction notice and was
subjected to harassing tactics. The FEPC panel ordered Boyle to pay
$250 in damages and return his rent to the original level, with allowance
for overcharges.
Damages of $200 were assessed after a public hearing on the complaint of Woody B. Whittaker, Jr., who tried to rent an apartment at
3280 Provon Lane Los Angeles, owned by Robert L. Artner. Whittaker,
who is black, charged he placed a deposit on one of the ten units in the
Provon Lane building only to be told later that the apartment was
already rented. The Commission panel that conducted a public hearing
on the matter in Los Angles found this information was false and that
a vacancy had continued to exist. In addition to the order for damages,
Artner was told to stop discriminating and to place an FEPC notice of
fair housing practices in all of his buildings.
After a public hearing on the housing complaint of Joseph P. Guerin,
Jr., the estate of a San Francisco landlord was ordered to pay $500 in
damages to the rejected tenant, who was black. The FEPC decision
found that Frank Loucks, apartment house owner, had illegally discriminated against Guerin because of his race when he tried to rent a
Francisco Street apartment. Since Loucks had died after the incident
occurred in 1972, his executor was ordered to pay the damages. Guerin
charged that an agent and the owner refused to accept his $275 deposit
for an apartment because they claimed he was too young. However,
other units in the building had been rented to young white people.
A final decision on the complaint of Hayward Bivens against Seth and
Eileen Trefz of Hayward awaits a court decision on matters outside
FEPC jurisdiction, after public hearing in February 1973 that wa5 not
completed. Bivens alleged that because he is black he was illegally
denied the opportunity to buy a duplex and single family unit owned
by Mr. and Mrs. Trefz.
An accusation of housing discrimination against F. G. Neilson in Sacramento was dismissed after a public hearing, because FEPC lacked
jurisdiction. Complainant was Debra Crump, who alleged she was denied rental of an apartment because of her race. Also dismissed after a
San Francisco hearing was the case of Gerald Gardner, who alleged that
Mrs. Annie Wu, owner of an apartment building at 3634 Twentieth St.,
San Francisco, refused to rent him an apartment because he is black.
The panel found the charge of bias was not supported by the evidence.
Third housing case dismissed after hearing involved Linda Shaw, a
Caucasian, who claimed she rented a Redondo Beach apartment from
William Spence, but was later refused occupancy because her boyfriend
was black.

INFORMATION AND EDUCATION
In addition to compliance and affirmative action activities, FEPC has
responsibility under both laws it administers to promote goodwill and
to carry out extensive information and education programs directed
toward eliminating or minimizing discrimination. Amendments to the
laws in recertt years have emphasized the importance of this obligation
to inform many groups of the changing rights and responsibilities that
result from new legislation and interpretations.
Essential components of the information program are production and
distribution of literature such as booklets, press releases, notices, posters, guidelines; an audio-visual program for use in conjuntion with conferences, seminars and workshops, and an extensive c.~ vii rights library
used by students, teachers, civil rights groups, and government agencies for research purposes.

Publications
Among new or revised publications produced during this two-year
period were updated versions of the FEPC Poster and the FEP Act
which reflect the age- discrimination amendment and other changes.
The employment poster is printed in English, Spanish and Chinese.
Current copies of the FEP Act carried rules, regulations and other data
pertinent to certification of public works contracts by FEPC.
Also revised was the Spanish-English version of You Have the Right,
an illustrated leaflet which explains how FEPC operates to protect
employees against unlawful discrimination. The Chinese-English version of this six-page fold-out, first produced in 1971, was also updated.
The FEPC Annual Report for 1971-72 was published and distributed
during this period, as were issues of the four-page FEPC Newsletter,
which is mailed periodically to 8,000 individuals and organizations. Preliminary drafts of Guidelines on Sex Discrimination in Employment
were widely disseminated, especially in response to mail and phone
requests from employers and women's groups.
Major publications in the affirmative action field were Aflirmative
Action Guidelines, and Equal Employment Opportunity: Recommended Publications and Information.
The first is an 11-page outline designed primarily to aid those already
familiar with equal opportunity requirements but who may need assistance in developing an effective written program. The second is a 10page bibliography that describes primary and supplemental reading
material and their sources. The booklet also suggests publications available on a subscription basis, and government agencies which provide
statistical data on the minority and female workforces. Another section
deals with relevant federal and California laws.
Among reports on Section 1421 Investigations and Affirmative Action
15
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programs produced as the result of extensive activity by FEPC's affirmative action section were those covering Huntington Beach Union High
School District, Orange County, City of Tulare, New Haven Unified
School District, Sacramento Area Cannery Unions, Union Pacific Railroad, Contra Costa County, San Diego Community College District, Los
Angeles Times Mirror Press, and Santa Fe Railway. In addition there
were several preliminary reports on police and fire departments in
several California cities.

SEX DISCRIMINATION

~

Spet1ker Sei'Viee
Another effective means of informing the public about anti-discrimination laws and the Commission's activities is FEPC's speaker service,
through which commissioners and staff address widely varied groups
throughout the state. During this two-year period, over 25,000 Californians attended training sessions, workshops, public meetings, seminars
and conferences at which FEPC speakers appeared. In addition, FEPC
personnel participated as panelists and speakers for radio and television
programs on topics of special interest.
Audiences included organizations such as the Personnel Testing Association, Contra Costa County Personnel Department, National Conference of Christians and Jews, Black Women Organized for Action,
Oroark Industries, Litton Industries, National Civil Service League,
Concord Status of Women Committee, Administrative Referees Association of Southern California, the Sacramento Indian Center, the
Filipino Center, Community Action Agencies of San Francisco, Union
Bank of Los Angeles, several units of the State Employment Development Department and of the Department of Rehabilitation.
American Federation of Teachers, Mexican American Manpower
Development Association, staff and students of Grossmount College,
University of California Extension Division, Community Streetworkers
Center in San Francisco, Building and Construction Trades Council,
Institute of Local Self Government, League of California Cities, Hunters Point Youth Park Foundation, Southern California Public Personnel
Association, Fair Housing Congress, Merit Employers Association and
several county and city human relations commissions.
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To obtain the widest possible response and reflection of opinion about
proposed guidelines evolved by FEPC for administering the sex discrimination provision enacted in 1970, the Commission held public
hearings in Los Angeles and San Francisco in mid-April1973. Over two
thousand individuals and organizations were advised of the meetings
and provided with draft copies of the guidelines which were based on
experience gained since the sex prohibition became effective, as well
as on procedures established by other anti-discrimination agencies.
Specific invitations to appear or submit testimony were sent to over
300 representatives of women's groups, employers, labor organizations,
employment agencies, trade associations, other government jurisdictions, and FEPC advisory councils.
Most participants in the hearing process commended the content and
breadth of the guidelines and welcomed the opportunities for extensive
public discussion. Major interests included assurance that bona fide
occupational qualifications would be narrowly interpreted, that permissive language be changed to mandatory language, and that ambiguous
areas be clarified. A principal area of conflict between women's rights
groups and employers' representatives concerned sections about
maternity leave, disability compensation and related issues, including
advocacy by some of a father's right to childrearing leave.
Concern was expressed by a number of speakers about FEPC's enforcement ability, especially in relation to current and continued shortage of budget and staff. Several discussed the desirability of legislation
that would enable the Commission to initiate action in the absence of
a complaint being filed.
The proposed guidelines included sections on pre-employment practices including job advertising, qualifications appraisals and job applications; marital status and dependents; equal pay and job classification;
promotion and seniority systems; employment agencies; fringe benefits
and affirmative action. The guidelines, to be used in defining what
employment practices may be discriminatory because of sex, are not
meant as inflexible regulations, but are subject to reinterpretation and
change as experience under the law indicates.
A report on the project, compiled by two special consultants who
were in charge of the hearings, revealed that over 200 separate changes
in wording were suggested by the participants, although many alterations were similar in content and purpose. As fiscal 1973-74 ended,
commissioners and staff were engaged in extensive revisions before
final adoption of the guidelines.
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An11/ysis ol eompl11inls
A special analysis of sex discrimination cases in fiscal 72-73 revealed
that there were 473 cases filed, comprising 20 percent of total new cases
in that year. Refusal to hire and dismissal were the acts most frequently
alleged by the complainants, accounting for 65 percent of complaints.
Work conditions and refusal to promote were charged in some 14 percent of the cases, while withheld referrals or union discrimination accounted for most of the remainder.
Respondents in these cases were private employers in 80 percent of
the cases, with the greatest number of complaints lodged against manufacturers, public utilities, business services and retail establishments.
Among public employers, which accounted for 18 percent of those
against whom complaints were filed, school systems were most often
mentioned, along with a few city and county governments.
Greatest proportion of sex discrimination complaints, 40 percent,
were filed in the Los Angeles office, with 35 percent in San Francisco,
14 percent in San Diego, and the remainder divided between Sacramento and Fresno.
Nearly 30 percent of the 363 sex discrimination cases closed during
the year resulted in satisfactory adjustment, a proportion somewhat
higher than for all cases closed in the period. In 65 percent of the
complaints, no discrimination or insufficient evidence of discrimination
was found. The remaining five percent was closed through public hearing, because charges were withdrawn, or the Commission had no jurisdiction in the matter.
Of the 108 cases closed on a satisfactorily adjusted basis, over 57
percent were resolved by the hiring, upgrading or reinstatement of the
complainant. Unequal conditions were corrected or a back pay settlement made in 28 percent of the cases. Other remedies included promise
of hire when the next opening occurred, a referral given, or similar
measures to correct the inequity.
Occupational categories most frequently cited in the sex discrimination complaints were professional or technical, clerical, and service.
These three accounted for some 63 percent of the 473 cases opened and
61 percent of those satisfactorily adjusted. Close to 10 percent of these
complainants fell in the ..operator" category.

COMPLIANCE THROUGH INDIVIDUAL
CASE PROCESSING
An indication of the sharp increase in job discrimination cases can be
seen by comparing caseload figures in five-year periods. In 1963-64, for
example, the number of complaints filed because of alleged job discrimination totalled less than 900; five years later, in 1968-69, this figure
was under 1,300. However, in 1973-74, the second half of this reporting
period, the total was over 3,500.
These figures do not include the considerable number of complaints
that are resolved informally, often through a telephone call to the
employer, or a discussion of the problem with a complainant. Frequently, the speedy resolution of such cases serves to make employers aware
of changes in the fair employment law or inform them that supervisory
personnel are not carrying out the firm's policies.
Total intake figure for the first year of the period was 2,329, and for
the second, 3,514. The number of cases active in these years reflects the
same growth--3,434 in fiscal1972-73, and 4,796 in fiscal1973-74. Table
1 gives details of the. caseload increase beginning in 1968-69.
Total number of individual job complaints filed between September
18, 1959, and June 30, 1974, was 19,918, of which 17,002 had been closed,
leaving 2,196 at some stage of the investigation-conciliation process in
June 30, 1974.

Table 1

SUMMARY OF INDIVIDUAL EMPLOYMENT CASES FILED,
CLOSED, AND IN PROCESS
Adi11t1 in

Fiscal ytHJr
July 1-Jun~ 30

Fil«<

Closed

1971-7....................................................
1972-71 ..................................................
1971-72..................................................
1970-71 ..................................................
1969-70..................................................
1968-69..................................................

HH
2J29
20JI
2021
IJ41
1240

2600
2152
1980
1819
1251
1065

p.,;otJ

4796

HH
1085
287J
2101
1825

In pfDCflss
Jun. 3D

2196
1282
1105
1054
852
760

September 18, 1959-June 30, 1974
Individual cases filed............................................................................................ 19,918
Individual cases closed ........................................................................................ 17,002
in process, June 30, 1974................................................................................ 2,196
NOTE: Section 1421 lnvestiptions are not included in these report fipares.
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While race or color continued to be the basis for discrimination most
often cited, the percentage of complaints lodged for that reason during
this period decreased to roughly 50 percent of all cases. Ten years ago,
in 1963-4, the proportion of race I color complaints was 85 percent.
However, at that time the average number of such complaints was 600,
in contrast to the current average of 1500 yearly. Both the number and
the proportion of complaints filed by Caucasian or Asian and other
non-white workers have increased considerably since 10 years earlier
when these ethnic categories accounted for only two percent of such
cases. Bias because of national origin or ancestry was alleged in 3bout
17 percent of new cases with persons of Spanish surname lodging over
three-fourths of those complaints.

Table 2

Table 3

EMPLOYMENT CASES OPENED:
ALLEGED DISCRIMINATORY ACT
1972-73
Act

i
~.

EMPLOYMENT CASES OPENED:
ALLEGED BASIS OF DISCRIMINATION
IN INDIVIDUAL COMPLAINTS
1972-73

AlltlfltHI ba1i1 of tii1criminotion

Num~r

Race or color ......................................................
Black ......................................................... ...... .
Asian ............................................................... .
Other non-white ........................................... .
Caucasian ....................................................... .
National origin or ancestry ........................... .
Spanish surname ......................................... .
American Indian ..........................................
Other ............................................................... .
Creed ....................................................................
Jewish ..............................................................
Protestant, Catholic and others ..................

1314
1184

S6

'H

2
a
1
19
IS ·
I
1
I

Sex ....................................................................... .
Ageb ................................................................... .
Other• ............................................................... .
Total ............................................................... .

14
61
440

P11'"nf

Sl

357
IS
68
28
10
18
47S
67

I
20
1

2329

~

s

•

•

Numbtlr

171S
IS41
69
2J

140
S11
4SO
27
94
H

17
18
824
2~

-3514

1973-74 t:rlllll

CDIIII
Pt~rcent

Numbtlr

Sl6

22

IIS2
241
4JJ

49

10
18

79S
170S
JS8
709

27

I

16

24
10
2329"

1

42
16
JSt4•

b

tOO"

Pfii'Cflflf

23
49

10
20

1
b

tOO"

• May include failure to register in a vocational school, reprisal, withholding job reference, failure to
pass in oral examination, etc.
b Less than '1. of I percent.
• Detail adds to more than total because more than one discriminatory act may be alleged in a single
case.

1973-74 CDIIII

CDIIII

Refusal to hire ..............................................
Dismissal from employment ......................
Refusal to upgrade ........................................
U ncqual work conditions ............................
Employment agency or business
school referral withheld ..........................
Union membership withheld
and other union discrimination ............
Other• ............................................................
Total ........................................................

Numbtlr

P111'C1111f

Sl
44

2
I
4
16

In 1972-3, there were 490 cases resolved through an adjustment satisfactory to the complainant, and in 1973-4, there were 645 so resolved.
These accounted for 24 percent of all cases closed during the year, a
percentage consistent with earlier years. No discrimination, or insufficient evidence of discrimination, was the basis for closing fl1 percent of
the cases-1,492 in 1972-3 and 1,704 in 1973-4. The remainder of the
cases were closed through the public hearing process, usually to the
satisfaction of the complainant; because the complaint was withdrawn;
or the Commission had no jurisdiction.

IJ

I
1
2

•

I
23

'

)OOd

• Less than '1. of 1 percent

b Employment discrimination on the basis of age was not prohibited until March, 1973.
• Includes opposition to discrimination, association with persons of another ethnic group, etc.
d Detail percentages may not add to total because of rounding.

More than 20 percent of complaints in this period were made on the
basis of sex discrimination, with about one out of eight cases filed by
males. Discrimination because of age accounted for three percent of
the cases, and religious creed as a basis for less than two percent.
Nearly half the complainants cited dismissal from employment as the
act which led to their seeking FEPC assistance. Refusal to hire was
mentioned in about 20 percent, and unequal work conditions in about
the same proportion. In ten percent of the cases, refusal to upgrade was
the issue. In a few instances, more than one discriminatory act was
charged.
20

J
d
I
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Table 5
EMPLOYMENT CASES OPENED AND
NUMBER CLOSED BY CORRECTIVE ACTION:
TYPE OF RESPONDENT

Table 4
EMPLOYMENT CASES CLOSED:
TYPE OF DISPOSITION
9-18-59
19~74 CtJ-

~74

Sill

Typt1 of disposition

Co~pl~in! ~ithdrawn ..................................

No JUrJsdJctJon ..............................................
No discrimination found ............................
Satisfactory adjustment ................................
Closed through public hearing b ••••••••••••••••
Total ........................................................

Number Perctlflt NumiHHPefCflflt Number PefCflnt

127
35
1492
490

6
2
69
23

206
40

1704
64S

- -8 - - --s
21S2
100" 2600
b

8
2
6S
2S

I,S49"

-

11,298
4,10S

9

66
H

so ----100 17,002 100
b

19~74 CtJSflll

1972-73 CtJSfiS

ID

1972-73 CtJHIS

b

• Includes cases closed for lack of jurisdiction.
b Less than ~ of I percent.
• Detail percentages may not add to total because of rounding.

Private employers were involved in over 80 percent of the total cases
filed and satisfactorily closed, with employers in the manufacturing
industry mentioned most frequently. Public employers accounted for
about 14 percent, and private employment agencies and labor organizations for the remainder.

ClostHI by
conw:ti11t1
oction

Cloud by
COI'I'fldilltl

Typt1 of n~sptmt/flnt

Opened

Private employer............................
Manufacturing ............................
Transponation, communicat~on and other public utilit1es ............................................
Construction ..............................
Wholesale and retail trade ......
Hotels and restaurants ..............
Finance and insurance..............
Business services ........................
Other (a~riculture, mining) ..
Public emp oyer ............................

1938
673

83
29

386
16S

79
34

2940
1083

84
31

532
223

82
35

296
69
277
138
169
273
43
334
76

13
3
12
6
7
12
2
14
3
2
4
3
2

81
7

17
I
10
2
2

47S
117
393
194
243
367

14
3

96

IS

~~:~:...::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::

City ..............................................
Schools ........................................
Public hospitals ..........................
Employment agency ................
Private employment agency ........
Labor organization ........................
Total ............................................

"

49
II

12
46
IS

97
IS
12

"

9

3
20
3
2
2

OpentHI

68

actitm

"

II

6
7
10
2
14
3
2
3
3
2

486
101
83
ss
8S
II
106
60
2S
s 103
29
6
79
49
• s
•
9
I
14
26
41
I
I
I
3
4
I
47
I
31
-- -I - - - - - - 2329 100 490 100 3514 100

"

2
71
II
4
23
4
2S
67
10
16
2
97
IS
18
3
17
3
2
IS
4
27
18
3
•
2
10
2
6
I
-100
64S
II

• Less than Y, of I percent.

Consistent with the heavier population in Southern California, well
over half the complaints were filed in the Los Angeles, San Diego and
Fresno offices, although the proportion changed slightly in 1973-4 when
a greater number were filed in San Francisco and Sacramento.
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Table 7

Table 6

EMPLOYMENT CASES OPENED AND
NUMBER CLOSED BY CORRECTIVE ACTION:
TYPE OF OCCUPATION

EMPLOYMENT CASES OPENED AND
NUMBER CLOSED BY CORRECTIVE ACTION:
OFFICE WHERE COMPLAINT WAS FILED
1972-73

ca•••

1973-74

Oas«< by
Opt~n«/

omc. lacatian
San Francisco ..............................
Sacramento ..................................
Los Angeles ..................................
San Diego......................................
Fresno ............................................
Total ......................................

t:Dmldi'lltl
action

Clas«< by

p,.

Num-

p,..

Num-

h.r

t:flnl

btN

Cflfll

btN

36
4
44
10

216
32
166
61
IS

44
7

,.,_

0/lfln«<

Num-

828
101
lOIS
22S
160
2329

ca•••

1448
248
34 1262
12
340
--7 - - - -3 216
100 490 100 3514

t:flnt

41
7
36
10

6
---100

CWI'flt:tilltl
action

Num-

p,.

btN

Cflfll

280
22
2SO
63
30

43
3
39
10

645

100

- - - -s

In all previous years, the largest number of employment discrimination complaints came from workers classified as "operatives··; in these
two years more were filed by clerical workers, those in service industries and in professional and technical jobs. Two-thirds of the complainants fell into these classifications, with the remainder in categories of
laborers, craft workers, managers and foremen, and sales positions.
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1972-73
C/as«< by

ca•••

1973-74

CWI'flt:ti'lltl

Typtt af DCCUpatian

OptmetJ "

Clerical .............................................. 440
Crafts .................................................. 230
Laborers ............................................
327
Managers and foremen ..................
118
Operatives ........................................
341
Professional and technical ............
359
Sales ....................................................
13S
379
Services ..............................................
-Total .......................................... 2329

action

19
10
14

ca•••

CkJs«< by
CtNNCiire

OptmetJ "

"

18
9
13

IS
IS

s

86
4S
62
30
84
79

17
16

6

H

7

6

14
16
-71 - 100 490 100

actif1n

19 117
683
352
10 63
12
432
84
176
s 47
IS 109
542
S64
16 97
164
s 49
17
-601- - -79
3514 100 64S

"

18
10
13
7
17
IS
8
12
100

In well over half the cases closed by corrective action, the respondent
made an offer of immediate hiring, upgrading, rehiring or reinstatement. Working conditions were corrected in 28 percent of the cases and
back pay granted in 11 percent. Other types of action were commitments to hire or rehire, etc., in the next opening; correction of labor
union practices and strengthening of fair employment policies, the
latter usually in addition to other remedies.
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Table 8
EMPLOYMENT CASES CLOSED BY
CORRECTIVE ACTION:
TYPE OF ACTION TAKEN

Type of ctmrH:five action

Offer.of imm~iate hire, upgrading,
reh1re, or remstatement ..............................
Commitment to hire, rehire, reinstate or
upgrade for the next opening ....................
Working conditions corrected ........................
Back pay granted ..............................................
Fair employment policy promulgated
or strengthened • ..........................................
Labor union practices corrected ....................
Emplo.rment agency referral agreed to ........
Other ................................................................
Total ............................................................

1972-73 CtiMS
Number
P~nt

294

60

H

7
29

142
54
198
4
8

-490"
-

BROAD COMPLIANCE AND COOPERATIVE
PROGRAMS

1973-74 cases
Number
Pen:enf

336

52

44

7
28

II

183
68

40
I

275
7

43

2

13

2

--

--

too•

645"

II
I

100"

NOTEs These figures reflect the principal type of corrective IICtion taken in eaeh cue. In many cases
more than one type of IICtion is agreed to, .nd in .bout 75 percent this includes promulption of fllir
employment prlletice order.
"Includes ceasing unlawful pre-employment practices, etc.
b Offer of hire or promotion to person other than complainant, commitment to consider hiring or
promoting at fint opportunity, recruitment sources broadened.
• Adds to more than total because more than one type of corrective action may be agreed to in a single
case.

Long recognized as a necessary and productive adjunct to the Commission's individual complaint-oriented machinery are investigations
and projects designed to achieve a broader impact and aimed at attacking discrimination on a larger scale. In general, these fall into two
categories, Section 1421 investigations and affirmative action programs.
Although effects of such activity are less easy to measure than results
of the individual complaint approach, increasing emphasis on this responsibility of the Commission has brought abo9t noteworthy improvement in job opportunities for minority and women workers throughout
the state.
The first type refers to authorization under Section 1421 of the Fair
Employment Practice Act to undertake an investigation when it appears probable that the act has been violated, even though no individual complaint has been filed, and when responsible organizations or
agencies present well-documented evidence to that effect. Since such
investigations are necessarily lengthy and detailed, requiring considerable staff and commissioner time, they are authorized only after thorough study to determine that those selected will have the maximum
overall effect on large groups of minority and female workers. During
the course of the investigation, the Commission seeks to correct violations by conference and conciliation. Frequently, the public interest
aroused by presentation of such a request to the Commission has a
beneficial effect on the subsequent investigation and affirmative measures recommended.
Affirmative action, the second type of compliance activity aimed at
long-range goals, covers voluntary programs and procedures in which
employers, unions or other organizations cooperate with FEPC to review and improve the utilization of women and minority Californians
in the workforce. Effectiveness of such a program is dependent on the
full collaboration of the employers, their support of equal opportunity
goals and the counseling of expert FEPC consultants to achieve this.
Although the Commission has endorsed the concept of affirmative
action since its earliest days, it was not until authorization was written
into the law in 1967 that a separate affirmative action section was established. This section now conducts all Section 1421 and affirmative action
projects, as well as informal programs to provide employers with technical assistance in varying degrees. Often such aid involves evaluation
of a current or proposed affirmative plan, sometimes achieved without
personal contact QY staff. In other instances, frequent consultation with
employer representatives and periodic visits and correspondence may
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be required. In a typical year, some 50 employers will seek and receive
such help from FEPC, while another 100 will be furnished with specific
information and published materials. In an average month, each affirmative action specialist, by telephone contacts only, may assist 25 employers, as well as taking part in conferences, workshops and seminars
sponsored by both public and private sectors.
During this two-year period, the affirmative action section recorded
2,649 contacts with employers, and obtained 1,348 positions for minority
and women workers. Although staff time does not often permit an
extended follow-up to determine effectiveness of all such informal aid,
employers have termed it highly useful. Such assistance given to a large
restaurant chain with some 3,700 employees resulted in the firm's
agreement to develop a workable affirmative action program and submit regular progress reports.
One Northern California county with 6,900 employees improved its
minority recruitment and hiring in a recent nine-month period so that
43 percent of the 553 new personnel were minority employees. In
another county, the workforce of about 7,900 was increased by 660 new
employees, of which nearly one-fourth were from minority groups.
These two counties had benefited from FEPC technical assistance, as
had a mid-California city which reported that out of 80 new employees
hired during a 21-month period, 60 were minority workers.
Since most requests for technical assistance are from the public sector, particularly school districts and colleges, FEPC has worked closely
with the Department of Education, the Community College System,
and the California State College and University branches.
During this two-year period, the affirmative action section was engaged in the two most extensive projects ever undertaken by the Commission; both stemmed from requests made by a coalition of several
civil rights, Mexican-American and women's groups who sought FEPC
aid in correcting employment policies that affect thousands of minority
and female workers throughout the state.
First of the investigations dealt with employment policies of 11 major
utilities and transportation firms, with a total workforce of nearly 100,000. This massive project was begun in late 1971 and completed in 1973;
monitoring of programs and progress continues. Changes recommended by FEPC ultimately had an impact on over 57,000 employees.
In one such firm, for which a series of recommendations was developed, the company's first progress report showed addition of 411 minority employees, accounting for 19 percent of the total workforce.
Additionally, the percentage of minority workers increased in six out of
10 occupational categories, with the "skilled physical" class showing a
40 percent increase and the first management level, 31 percent.
Another firm, with a much smaller workforce, reported that its minority workforce grew from 14.4 percent to 18.5 percent of the total
over a two-year period, with a higher percentage of women employees
as well. This improvement applied to all occupational categories ranging from service workers up the scale to technicians, professionals and
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those at the management level. This firm also carried out several FEPC
suggestions such as setting goals and timetables, publicizing the affirmative action program, creating regular training programs in this area and
establishing a career counseling service. During the 1972-73 fiscal year,
11 other Section 1421 investigations were completed including those of
the Los Angeles Times, Lion Country Safari, and several public employers.
The second large-scale investigation was that of police and fire departments in 28 of California's largest cities, requested by the civil rights
coalition in March 1973 because of allegedly widespread discriminatory
policies. Since an investigation of such scope, if pursued as proposed,
would have involved 56 separate surveys, the staff first conducted a
preliminary feasibility study covering all the cities cited. From data thus
provided, the Commission decided to allocate staff time for six in-depth
pilot projects for departments of different sizes. The cities selected for
this were Los Angeles, Santa Clara and Bakersfield. Additionally, an
earlier affirmative action program with Oakland's two departments was
continued at that city's request.
Other cities that provided information for the initial survey were San
Francisco, San Diego, San Jose, Long Beach, Sacramento, Anaheim,
Fresno, Santa Ana, Riverside, Torrance, Glendale, Huntington Beach,
Garden Grove, Berkeley, Stockton, Pasadena, San Bernardino, Fremont, Sunnyvale, Hayward, Norwalk, Inglewood, Pomona and Richmond.
Areas that received particular attention by FEPC during the investigation were recruitment, selection procedures, promotional policies,
and job assignments. In such instances it was found that recruitment
programs relied too heavily on voluntary efforts of the departments'
present personnel, with little involvement of minority representatives
in suggesting or exploring new methods. A negative image of the police
department within minority communities was also seen as a deterrent
factor. In both police and fire departments the percentage of minority
applicants, as well as the total number of these eventually hired, continues to be far less than the representation of Qlinorities in the community.
In one city, for instance, with a total minority population of some 40
percent, only 13 percent of the police. officers were from the minority
community. An examination of sworn personnel above the entry-level
positions in all four of the police departments under study showed that
only nine percent of these were black, Spanish-surnamed, Asian American or Indian. The proportion of minority persons in the four cities was,
again, about 40 percent.
An analysis of one city fire department's hiring policies during the last
20 years showed that of 112 sworn personnel employed, there were no
blacks, only six of Spanish surname, two Asians and four American
Indians. Four-city figures for minority fire fighters who had advanced
above entry level positions revealed a representation of only 8.2 percent, although the total population in these communities showed a
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minority percentage of over forty-one .
. Women made up only two percent of sworn police personnel in the
four cities studied; out of 8,01>1 officers in the four departments, 165
were women. There were no women among sworn personnel of Oakland, Bakersfield or Santa Clara fire departments during the survey
period.
In general the investigation sought to determine the effects of past
and current employment procedures on the opportunities of minorities
and indirectly on the quality of service these departments offer to their
total communities. As fiscal197~74 ended, the Commission had completed the investigations and prepared recommendations for fundamental changes in all the departments.
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FAIR HOUSING PROGRAM
Higher damage awards to those who suffer illegal housing discrimination were made possible in late 1973 as the result of an Attorney General's ruling on remedies the Commission can order under the state fair
housing act. The ruling, requested by FEPC, enables the award of up
to $500 damages to each family member aggrieved by such an act of
discrimination, rather than a total of $500 to the family overall for the
act.
Before this clarification of the law, only one member of a family could
receive $500 damages for the unjust treatment. Now, a landlord or
owner found to be illegally discriminating against a family may have to
pay damages to each family member, if each of them filed a complaint
and damages were proven.
Although order for payment of damages occurs most frequently in
public hearing cases, the new interpretation is also now in use for all
housing complaints that involve more than one possible complainant.
The ruling refers to Section 35738 of the California Health and Safety
Code, which sets forth the following remedies the Commission can
make available to those who suffer discrimination: The sale or rental of
the housing accommodation if it is still available; the sale or rental of
a like accommodation, if one is available, or the next vacancy in a like
accommodation; the payment of damages in an amount not to exceed
five hundred dollars ($500), if neither of these remedies is available.
The Commission may require a report of the manner of compliance.
The downward trend of housing complaints filed with FEPC, begun
in 1971, continued through these two years. This decrease in the number of those who request FEPC assistance may well indicate that a
growing number of Californians elect to seek redress through civil suits.
Also, several local fair housing and human relations groups in the state
have established a cadre of volunteer lawyers· who aid minority homeseekers in taking such action.
A total of 568 new housing complaints were filed in this period, and
656 closed, with 211 in process on June 30, 1974, and 869 active in the
period. Since the law became effective in 1963, 2,884 cases have been
docketed and 2,673 closed.
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Table 9

Table 10

SUMMARY OF HOUSING CASES FILED,
CLOSED, AND IN PROCESS

HOUSING CASES OPENED:
ALLEGED BASIS OF DISCRIMINATION
ln~s.

Fiscal J'tHU

Filed

C/oStHI

1973-74 ............................................................................... .
1972-73 ............................................................................... .
1971-72 ................................................................................
1970-71 ............................................................................... .
1969-70 ............................................................................... .
1968-69 ............................................................................... .
1967-68 ............................................................................... .
1966-67 .............................................................................. ..
1965~ ............................................................................... .
1964-65 ............................................................................... .
1963~· ............................................................................. .

306
262
346
375
415
348
285
188
116
108
IH

309
347
314
344
361
268
263
196
61
124
84

.June 30

211
206
301
269
238
184
104
82
90

H
Sl

September 20, 1963-June 30, 1974 .
Total filed .............................................................................................................. 2,884
Total closed............................................................................................................ 2,673
In process, June 30, 1974 ....•.......•.•................• :·····················································

211

"Fair Housing law became effective September 20. 1963.

Race or color was again the basis of discrimination most often cited,
although the proportion of the complaints filed for that reason shows
a gradual decline, accounting for between 76 and 80 percent of cases.
In 1964, 94 percent of FEPC housing cases alleged race or color. Most
of the complainants who charge that particular type of bias by landlords
or sellers were black.
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A/kg«/ basis of discrimination

Race or color ........................................................... .
Negro ....................................................................
Asian ......................................................................
Caucasian ..............................................................
Other non-white ................................................. .
National origin or ancestry ..................................
Spanish ................................................................. .
American Indian ............................................... .
Other ..................................................................... .
Creed ..........................................................................
Jewish .................................................................. ..
Other ..................................................................... .
Opposition to discrimination; association
with persons of another race; inter-racial
couples ................................................................. .
Total .................................................................... ..

1972-73 caus
Number
hi'Ctlnl

1973-74 caus
Number
Pei'Ctlnl

210
195
8
5
2

80
74
3
2
I

I

25

10
8

38

I
I

2
3
2

8
100

21
2
2

234
227
3
3
31

I
I

.

0

0

2
5
9
5
4

26
262

10
100

25
306

•

76
74
I
I

12
10

I

• Less than ~ or I percent.
NOTE: Detail pen:ents may not add to total because or roundin1-

National origin or ancestry was cited in 11 percent of the cases, while
opposition to discrimination, association with persons of another race or
inter-racial couples was mentioned about as frequently. Religious creed
as a reason for discrimination was charged in only one instance in
1972-73, and in nine cases the following year.
The discriminatory act most often mentioned was refusal to rent,
accounting for about half the complaints, while eviction or threat of
such action was cause for filing a complaint in nearly one-third of the
cases. In the five-year period of 1963-1968, refusal to rent was involved
in 65 percent of the complaints and refusal to sell in 11 percent. The
eviction question did not account for any appreciable number of complaints until after that time.
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Table 11

HOUSING CASES OPENED:
ALLEGED DISCRIMINATORY ACT
Number of t:DHS
1972-73
19~74

Act

Refusal to show ......................................................................................
Refusal to rent........................................................................................
Refusal to sell..........................................................................................
Refusal to grant equal terms................................................................
Eviction or threatened eviction ..........................................................
Other• ......................................................................................................
Total......................................................................................................

12
140
12
19
82
- I
262

28
129
17
47
100
- 0
306

treatment by apartment owners or managers, and about the same proportion of those satisfactorily adjusted. Individual homeowners, or a
real estate company in cooperation with an owner, were involved in
less than one-fifth of the complaints, as shown in Table 13. Representation of tract developers, trailer court owners and mortgage companies
as respondents was minimal.

Table 13

HOUSING CASES OPENED AND
NUMBER CLOSED BY CORRECTIVE ACTION:
TYPE OF RESPONDENT
1972-73 t:DHS

• Loan withheld, aiding and abetting, etc.

The rate for satisfactory adjustment of housing complaints continued
to be about double that for employment cases, but this rate has shown
a gradual decline from the average of 62 percent in the first five years
the law was in effect. Withdrawal of complaints or lack or jurisdiction
accounted for close to ten percent of the 656 cases closed in this period.
Although only nine cases were continued through the public hearing
process, several other accusations were issued which led to successful
resolution before hearing. The percentage of cases in which FEPC
found no evidence or insufficient evidence of discrimination was 35
percent in 197~73 and 54 percent in 1973-74.

HOUSING CASES CLOSED:
TYPE OF DISPOSITION
1972-73 t:DHS
Number
P•tT:flnt

19~74 t:DHS

Number

PtltT:flnt

10

54

936

H

115

38

1,318

51

5

b

41
2,673

--4

II

19

6

II

3

6

2

122

JS

164

173

49

4
-347

--2
100

309

-100

95
94
6

ctlmldilffl

OpMIHJ

am-

81
54
3

137
109

51
37

3

3
I
13
5

ot:tion

7
3I

4

I

20

JS

6

0

4

23
0
262

10

17

I

0

0

173

306

liS

s

• Public Housing Authority, sub-leaor/tenmt.

1963-74 ctiHS
Number
PtNnnt

378.

37

Apanment owner......................................................
Apanment manager.................................·-··············
Tract developer ........................................................
Trailer coun owner..................................................
Real estate company and owner............................
Mongage company ..................................................
Individual home owner............................................
Other• ........................................................................
Total........................................................................

0,--1

Although in earlier years the proportion of cases filed in the northern
and southern area offices of FEPC reflected the population difference,
in the second year of this period, the number docketed in Northern
California was slightly more than half the total. Details are shown in
Table 14.

Table 12

withComplaint
drawn ................
No jurisdiction ......
No discrimination
found ................
Satisfactory adjustment ..................
Settled
through
public hearing
Total ......................

CloSMI by

ctlmldilffl
Typt1 of n~spondent

Typt1 of disposition

19~74 t:DHS

Ckn«< by

100

• Includes cases closed for lack of jurisdiction.
bLess than % of 1 percent.

More than three fourths of the housing cases opened alleged unfair
34
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Table 14
HOUSING CASES OPENED AND
NUMBER CLOSED BY CORRECTIVE ACTION:
OFFICE WHERE COMPLAINT WAS FILED
1973-73 t:r»tlll

1973-74 t:rllltlll

Clo..dhy

Ot»ntHJ
Offictl locvtion

Numhtu

San Francisco ....
Sacramento ........
Los Angeles ......
San Diego ..........
Fresno ................
Total ................

96
14
114
28
10
-262

PIH'ctlfll

37

s

44

10
4
-tOO

amet:fiwl
action
NumPtlrhtlr

97
12
49
8
7
173

Table 16
HOUSING CASES CLOSED
BY CORRECTIVE ACTION:
TYPE OF CORRECTIVE ACTION

ami

ClolltJd hy
ctmKti'llfl
fiCtion

Ot»ntHJ
Numhtu

PIH'ctlfll

136
18
103
34

56
7
28

s
4
-tOO

Numhtu

41

44

38

II

23

s

IS

-306

s

6
34
tOO

-

8

liS

Typt1

,..,_

t:flnt

36
4
H
20
7
100

--

Numhtu of t:rllltlll
1972-73
1973-74

of fiCtiDtl

Offer to show ......................................................................................
Offer to rent........................................................................................
Offer to sell ..........................................................................................
Eviction rescinded..............................................................................
Offer of next vacancy ........................................................................
Aiding and abetting practices corrected........................................
Equal terms offered............................................................................
Monetary settlement..........................................................................
Other ....................................................................................................
Total ..................................................................................................

6
70
4
43
6
3
8
35
0
173

7
52

s

H
6
0
II

s

0

liS

NOTE: More than one type in some cases

The majority of complaints, about 85 percent, involved apartment
owners, with single-family non-tract homes cited in 12 percent. The
types of corrective action most often taken were offers to rent and
rescinding of eviction notices. Monetary settlements were made in 40
cases, frequently in conjunction with other remedies.

Table 15
HOUSING CASES OPENED AND
NUMBER CLOSED BY CORRECTIVE ACTION:
TYPE OF ACCOMMODATION
1972-73 t:rllltlll

1973-74 t:rllltlll

Clo..dhy
amet:ti'llfl
Typt1

of aa:ommodtltiDtl

Single-family non-tract home ............................... .

*~~t:::!c;·::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
6~h~~~ ~~~~.::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
Total ........................................................................

OptHJtld
37
208
6
II

0
262

-

action
II
IH

3
6
0
173

Clo..dhy
ctmKti'llfl

OptHJtld
H

266
3
2
2
306

action
7
102

s
I

0
-liS

• Public Housing Authority, homesite.
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